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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 



A WOUNDED SOLDIER TALKS OF GOD 

Sib, — I received today the September number of your Review, and, as 
every month, I perused it with the utmost pleasure 1 was particularly 
interested by the title of one of the articles, " A Modern Conception of 
God," but although I read it thrice very attentively, I must confess that 
had I been a believer I should have much more confused ideas now than 
before. So that, being a Frenchman, lying in a bed since many months, 
and being feverish at the very idea of the war in which I have no place, I 
thought that I could as well chat with you half an hour on that very quiet 
and soothing subject, God. 

I am not very conversant with modern philosophy, so that if I did not 
understand the above mentioned article, I do not ascribe the fault to the 
author. But these last years I have been reading regularly half a dozen 
of American monthlies and weeklies, and of course I have seen in them the 
subject of God spoken of very often. But I fail to remember when the 
writer thereof did not take for granted that there was a God, and build 
upon those premises a lot of consequences, and finally I have been brought 
to think that in America it was. a very wicked and almost forbidden thing 
to question the very existence of God. 

Now for a Frenchman that is a rather amusing idea, because all the 
thinking people I know of here have questioned that existence (we were 
such a rotten people, you know) and the majority have arrived at the 
conclusion that there was no God. Although I have been brought up very 
religiously, as soon as I was able to think a little by myself all my religious 
garments fell at once. And I am yet to meet the man who could show 
me clearly why there should be a God. Has any American an answer for itf 

When I put that question to any believer, I almost exclusively get the 
answer that the Rev. P. S. Moxom seems to give also (creation is the proc- 
ess through which God expresses and fulfils His own being). That is, 
there is a God because things have been created, and hence there must be 
a creator. There may be other reasons, but as nobody ever took the pains 
to give them to me, I'll stop only at that one. 

Let us try to see what there is at the bottom of this idea, creation. We 
know of two infinities, time and space, and in them are contained every- 
thing we know — God Himself, if He exists. Thn I see only two manners 
of seeing the universe: In the infinity of time, matter (is that the word 
for French matieref) is infinite and eternal, and transforms itself, follow- 
ing laws of which we know a small number; or, at a certain day, an eternal 
and immaterial something that we name God created, out of nothing, that 
matter and set it a whirling. 

Is there a third hypothesis? I never heard of it. Then let us look upon 
those two. 
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The first is simple and, to my mind, logical. The matter whose sub- 
stance is to us unknown transforms itself around us, gradually, by processes 
of which we get sometimes a glimpse. We don't know why it does so, 
where it goes, if ever it has any end, but we know that all our knowledge, 
being finite, is not even a drop in the seas of the unknown. We try to 
learn the most of it and make the best of it — that's all. That is no explana- 
tion of our beginning and finalities, but we know that we cannot obtain that 
explanation. 

The second hypothesis is much more complicated. For an infinity of 
time, an immaterial being has been living. We call him God. We suppose 
that He has almost all the qualities we share a little part of: science, 
power, etc. Then suddenly that Being creates the world. Why? I never 
had any answer for that "why." The most common one, that it was to 
give a field of experimentation to the human race and observe what would 
become of it, seems to me a ferocious joke. " A joke," because being God, 
He knew beforehand everything that would happen, and did not need the 
experience to prove it ; and " ferocious," because that concept of human 
vanity, that man is the centre and motive of the universe on that pinhead 
we name earth, would make of Him a conceited coxcomb if things did not 
every day trample Him pitilessly. But let that " why " be for an instant 
unanswered. Do you think that this explanation of our origin, God, is 
better than the other? I see only that we merely change a material un- 
intelligibility, matter, into an immaterial one, God. But that does not ex- 
plain to my mind that unintelligibility. 

Has any American an answer for all those questions? Every time I 
propounded them I was literally crammed with proofs out of the Bible, 
or sometimes out of the Koran and the Veddas! Well, I never wanted 
to know which was the best of Gods; but why is there a God? Surely in 
a Christian land like America, some minds did consider that question and 
resolve it satisfactorily for themselves. How they did it is what I should 
like to know. 

It must be pretty well understood that any question of morals is to be 
set apart. I have since a long time observed that theists and atheists do 
behave very much alike in life, and that it would be very hard to discrim- 
inate them by their behavior. They conform, consciously or unconsciously, 
to the moral rules of the time and country they live in, and for the most 
part don't bother where those rules come from. 

This is a rather long letter, Mr. Editor, but my excuse, as I told you, 
is that I lie crippled in my bed. I must also beg your very best indulgence 
for the poor English in which it is written ; I should like better to write in 
French, but our language is not now for that sort of serene philosophy. 

M. Quesney. 

Clinique La Primevere, Letsin, Switzerland. 

[We venture to remind our friend of a saying by a great modern 
philosopher which may help him in his perplexity. It Is as follows : " There 
are in man many regions more fertile and more profound than his reason 
or his intelligence." — Editor.] 

WHO STARTED SABBATH OBSERVANCE? 

Sib, — Your reviewer of Dr. McConnell's History of the American Epis- 
copal Church cites a passage from the book in which the author expresses 



